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ABSTRACT

Pyclik, Alice. M.S., Department of Psychology, Wright State University, 2020.
Antecedents of Voice: The Moderating Role of Proactive Personality.

When employees are dissatisfied, they can choose a destructive solution such as
quitting, or they can use voice to effect organizational change. A sample of 277 full-time
employees in the United States responded to an online survey of voice, ethical leadership,
core self-evaluation, proactive personality, affective commitment, and several control
variables. Results from simple, multiple, and hierarchical regression analyses indicated
that ethical leadership, core self-evaluation, and proactive personality have positive
relationships with voice. In addition, ethical leadership facilitates voice through the path
of affective commitment. Proactive personality compensates for low levels of affective
commitment. Thus, managers can increase voice among employees lower in proactive
personality by increasing affective commitment. Increasing perceived, actual, or
awareness of ethical leadership could increase voice among employees with a wider
range of scores on proactive personality.
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Introduction
When employees are dissatisfied at work, they can either choose a destructive
solution such as leaving the organization, or they can use voice to effect positive
organizational change (Farrell, 1983). Employees who engage in voice bring suggestions
and constructive criticism to management with the intention of improving circumstances
for themselves, their fellow employees, and the organization (Hirschman, 1970).
Researchers have established important outcomes of voice, including increased
performance ratings (e.g., Whiting, Podsakoff, & Pierce, 2008) and favorable perceptions
of procedural justice (e.g., Folger, 1977). Previous studies have demonstrated that
employees whose supervisors demonstrate ethical leadership will be more likely to use
voice (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2017). In addition, research on core self-evaluation
(CSE) has indicated that when employees have positive CSE, they will engage in voice
more frequently than employees with negative CSE (e.g., Liao, 2015). In my study, I
expect to replicate past research by finding main effects of CSE and ethical leadership on
voice. Finally, evidence suggests that proactive personality has a positive relationship
with voice (e.g., Crant, Kim, & Wang, 2011). I believe that high levels of proactive
personality will compensate for low levels of ethical leadership and CSE. In other words,
as proactive personality increases, it is likely that the effects of CSE and ethical
leadership on voice weaken. Thus, the primary purpose of my study is to examine
1

whether proactive personality moderates the ethical leadership-voice and CSE-voice
relationships.
If substantiated, the moderating effect of proactive personality could have
important theoretical and practical implications. First, results of this study could increase
scientific understanding of proactive personality’s fit within voice’s nomological
network. Researchers have established proactive personality’s incremental validity over
other dispositional constructs in predicting voice (Crant et al., 2011), but this study
examines proactive personality’s relationship to voice somewhat differently, as a
moderator, rather than a main effect alone. In addition, the results could open future
avenues of research on other antecedent-voice relationships that proactive personality
might moderate. From a practical standpoint, understanding proactive personality’s
relationship with voice will help clarify what organizations can do to increase voice.
Although proactive personality is dispositional, it is possible to train employees to engage
in more proactive behaviors (Parker, 2006). Future research would need to examine
whether engaging in proactive behaviors has the same compensatory effect as proactive
personality. Finally, if proactive personality weakens the ethical leadership-voice
relationship, managers would need to account for proactive personality when determining
whether to implement an ethical leadership training program. In a department consisting
of employees who tend to be lower in proactive personality, such an investment could be
beneficial in increasing voice. However, managers might not see the same effect of an
ethical leadership training program in a department with employees who are high in
proactive personality.
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Definition of Voice
Hirschman (1970) defined voice as attempts to change versus escape from
situations that have created dissatisfaction for an individual. Suggestions and
constructive criticism are the behaviors that individuals use to attempt to improve
circumstances for themselves, their fellow employees, and the organization (Hirschman,
1970). Some researchers have conceptualized voice as an organizational citizenship
behavior (e.g., Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). As conceptualized and operationalized in the
original measure (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), organizational citizenship behavior is
comprised of altruism (e.g., helping others) and compliance (e.g., complying with
company rules). The altruism subscale of the original measure has conceptual overlap
with voice. The altruism subscale refers to organizational citizenship behaviors targeted
towards helping individuals at work, including supervisors, coworkers, and subordinates.
This subscale addresses a broad construct, and I am interested in the more narrowly
defined construct of voice.
Major Models of Voice
There are four main models of voice. Two of these models conceptualize voice as
one out of a set of responses to employee dissatisfaction (Farrell, 1983; Hirschman,
1970), and the remaining two models distinguish between different types of voice (Liang,
Farh, & Farh, 2012; Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). According to Hirschman (1970),
there are three responses to employee dissatisfaction: exit, voice, and loyalty. Farrell’s
1983 model is similar but includes a fourth option, neglect. Van Dyne and colleagues
(2003) separated voice into acquiescent, defensive, and prosocial behaviors. Liang and
colleagues (2012) divided voice into promotive and prohibitive behaviors.
3

Exit, voice, and loyalty. In Exit, Voice, and Loyalty (Hirschman, 1970), voice is
one of three possible options an employee can take when faced with unfavorable
organizational conditions. The first option is exit, which occurs when employees seek
work elsewhere. Typically, employees take this option when they believe that a) the
quality of their organization has decreased and b) attempts to change the organization
would be futile. Exit tends to inhibit voice. When the quality of an organization
decreases substantially, even employees who are dispositionally inclined to engage in
voice might leave. Therefore, organizations experiencing such declines in quality might
not receive the feedback necessary for improvement.
Voice is both a complement to and a substitute for exit. When exit would be
uneconomical or the employee believes that exit is unavailable, the employee will
attempt to better his situation by bringing constructive criticism and suggestions to
management (i.e., engage in voice). After the employee engages in voice, he will
evaluate the organization to determine whether the organization has improved. If the
employee still is not satisfied with the conditions at his organization, he will consider
exit. However, employees must give management enough time to implement suggestions
before considering exit. Employees choose voice over exit for three reasons. First, they
might believe that it is easier to change their organization from the inside than it is to find
another job. Second, they might want to avoid the possibility that the organization will
improve after they leave, causing them to leave their new job just so they can return to
their original job. Third, employees might feel loyalty towards their organization.
Loyalty is the final part of Hirschman’s model. Hirschman posited that when
employees are loyal to their organization, they tend not to use their exit option.
4

Subsequent research confirmed this proposition, in that employee loyalty has a negative
relationship with job search behaviors and intent to quit (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell,
2002). Loyalty differs from exit and voice in that it is not an end in and of itself. Rather,
it increases the likelihood of voice and decreases the likelihood of exit. Loyal employees
will prefer using voice to improve their organization over leaving the organization for
one of better quality. To some extent, employee loyalty depends on the availability of
substitutes. If an employee notices that there is a position equivalent to hers at an
organization she believes to be of higher quality than her own, her loyalty likely will
decrease. Therefore, loyalty is most salient for organizations with several competitors. It
is more salient for low-quality organizations than it is for high-quality organizations.
Usually, employees of high-quality organizations will not be inclined to use exit.
Exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect. Farrell (1983) added neglect to Hirschman’s
exit, voice, and loyalty model. Two dichotomies (passive vs. active and constructive vs.
destructive) separate exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect into one of four quadrants. Exit is
active and destructive, voice is active and constructive, loyalty is passive and
constructive, and neglect is passive and destructive. According to Farrell, neglect occurs
when employees are frustrated with their organizations but are not motivated enough to
change the situation. Their quality of work tends to deteriorate. Other examples of
neglect include absenteeism and tardiness.
Voice and silence. A more recent model of voice places employees’ responses to
adverse work situations into six different categories (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003).
Employees can engage in either silence or voice. Both silence and voice can be either
acquiescent, defensive, or prosocial. Acquiescent responses are passive. When using
5

acquiescent silence, employees intentionally withhold suggestions because they assume
that their suggestions will not be implemented. In contrast, employees using acquiescent
voice will supply suggestions, but these suggestions tend to be normative and exist only
to express agreement or provide the illusion of participation.
Defensive responses are based on fear. If an employee uses defensive silence, he
withholds his opinion because he believes negative consequences will arise if he voices
it. These fears include fear of social rejection, fear of a supervisor’s disapproval, and
even fear of termination. Although defensive voice is more active than defensive silence,
it is not necessarily more constructive. Defensive voice occurs when an employee speaks
up to protect herself, usually in the context of image enhancement. Employees using
defensive voice tend to believe that if they do not advocate for themselves, they will not
receive the recognition, compensation, etc., they believe they are due.
Finally, prosocial responses are those that exist to benefit not only oneself but the
other members of one’s organization as well. In prosocial silence, employees withhold
ideas to protect their coworkers. An employee might see his idea as burdensome, or he
might believe that voicing his idea will harm his peers’ relationship with management.
Although prosocial silence does not necessarily benefit the organization because it does
not effect change, it might be helpful for employee morale. Employees use prosocial
voice to attempt to change organizational policies for the benefit of their coworkers.
Motivation for prosocial voice is cooperative, intentional, and proactive.
Promotive and prohibitive voice. The most current model of voice divides
voice into two categories: promotive voice and prohibitive voice (Liang, Farh, & Farh,
2012). When using promotive voice, employees provide suggestions for new ways in
6

which management can improve the organization. A sales representative could use
promotive voice to recommend that management authorize delivery drivers to make sales
on their routes. In contrast, prohibitive voice occurs when employees offer concerns
about current organizational practices or employee behavior. If an accountant told his
supervisor that the bookkeeping software is outdated and inefficient and that the company
should consider investing in more current software, that would reflect prohibitive voice.
Promotive and prohibitive voice share three common characteristics. First, both
types of voice tend not to be included in job descriptions, meaning that they are a part of
contextual performance as extra-role behaviors. Second, promotive and prohibitive voice
are both constructive. They go a step further than complaints by following their negative
observations with a suggestion of how the circumstances can be improved. Last, both
types of voice are attempts to improve the organization. Often, these attempts indicate
that the employee feels responsibility towards her organization and the working
conditions therein. Similar to Hirschman, Liang et al. (2012) suggested that both kinds of
voice are the result of loyalty, conceptualized in their article as a “constructive attitude
towards the organization”.
There are three distinctions between promotive and prohibitive voice: behavioral
content, function, and implications for others. Whereas promotive voice’s primary
behavior consists of offering new ideas for organizational improvement, prohibitive voice
brings up concerns with current policies and practices that harm the organization.
Therefore, promotive voice is oriented towards future possibilities, and prohibitive voice
is oriented towards past missteps. Similarly, the function of promotive voice is to
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communicate new ideas for organizational improvement. The function of prohibitive
voice is to express concern with procedures that harm the organization.
Negative short-term implications for others sometimes come with both forms of
voice. With promotive voice, the process of putting a new idea into practice might be
inconvenient for the coworkers involved. However, peers will tend to have a favorable
outlook towards promotive voice because they notice the positive intentions behind it. In
contrast, prohibitive voice tends to have a more direct negative effect than promotive
voice on coworkers. Because prohibitive voice points out organizational failures, the
individuals behind these shortcomings might experience negative consequences as a
result. Other employees might find it more difficult to see the good intentions behind
prohibitive voice than promotive voice.
Outcomes of Voice
Researchers have found support for two main outcomes of voice: higher
performance ratings and perceived procedural justice. When employees engage in voice,
their performance ratings tend to increase (Burris, Detert, & Romney, 2013; Frazier &
Bowler, 2015; Whiting et al., 2008). However, performance ratings might not increase in
response to employee-rated voice behavior. If employees overestimate the extent to
which they engage in voice as compared with supervisor-rated voice behavior, their
performance ratings tend to be lower (Frazier & Bowler, 2015). Regarding perceived
procedural justice, employees who use voice and/or have the opportunity to use voice
tend to report higher levels of procedural justice than employees who stay silent (Bies &
Shapiro, 1988; Folger, 1977; Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995; Lind, Kanfer, & Earley,
1990). Therefore, even organizations uninterested in voice as its own end could benefit
8

by increasing voice. Outcomes such as performance and procedural justice are likely to
be priorities in many organizations.
Performance. Whiting and colleagues (2008) conducted an experiment testing
the effect of voice on performance ratings. The researchers presented undergraduate
business students with critical incidents describing employees engaging in varying levels
of voice, helping behavior, and task performance. After reading the critical incidents,
participants rated each described employee’s performance. Results indicated that voice
significantly predicts performance ratings, such that when employees engage in voice,
their performance ratings will tend to be higher. This relationship was stronger when
task performance was high, indicating that supervisors might value the voice behavior of
a high-performing employee more than that of a low-performing employee.
Also, in a correlational field study, Burris and colleagues (2013) observed a main
effect of voice on performance ratings. Further, the researchers examined the effect of
supervisor-employee interrater agreement on employee voice behavior. Employees who
self-reported frequent voice behavior and whose supervisors rated those employees as
engaging in frequent voice behavior received higher performance ratings than employees
whose self-reports and supervisor ratings both indicated low levels of voice. Moreover,
employees who underestimated their levels of voice (i.e., those whose self-reported levels
of voice were lower than their supervisor-rated levels of voice) received higher
performance ratings than employees who overestimated their levels of voice. Further,
employees who overestimated their levels of voice tended to receive lower performance
ratings than employees whose self- and supervisor reports both indicated low levels of
voice. These results indicate that supervisor-rated voice is a better predictor of
9

performance ratings than employee-rated voice, but employees can hurt their
performance ratings by overestimating the extent to which they engage in voice.
The effect of voice on performance holds true for group as well as individual
performance (Frazier & Bowler, 2015). Participants completed self-report measures of
their organization’s voice climate (i.e., the extent to which their organization encouraged
voice behavior) and the extent to which their work groups exhibited voice. Participants’
supervisors completed a survey evaluating participants’ work group performance. Group
voice behavior partially mediated the positive relationship between voice climate and
performance, suggesting a main effect of group voice behavior on performance and both
a direct and an indirect effect of voice climate on performance.
Procedural justice. When employees have the opportunity to use voice, they
tend to rate the procedural justice of an organization higher than employees with no
opportunity for voice. Folger (1977) was the first to reach this conclusion through an
experiment conducted on sixth-grade boys. Participants completed a series of mock mail
room tasks in exchange for an amount of pay determined by a manager (supposedly
another boy, but actually the researcher). In the voice condition, participants had the
opportunity to tell the manager what they believed the most equitable pay distribution
would be. In the mute condition, participants did not have this opportunity. Participants
in the voice condition rated the payment determination process as being more fair than
did participants in the mute condition.
These results hold true for adults as well as children. Bies and Shapiro (1988)
conducted two studies confirming this. In the first study, business school graduate
students read a description of an interview process in which the interviewee either had the
10

opportunity to ask questions and expand on his resume (voice condition) or not (mute
condition). Participants in the voice condition rated the interview process as being more
fair than did participants in the mute condition. In the second study, MBA students and
working professionals described a time in which they proposed a budget to their bosses,
but the proposal was denied. After writing this description, participants rated the extent
to which they had the opportunity to use voice and the extent to which they believed the
budget decision process was fair. Participants who self-reported more opportunity for
voice rated the budget decision process as being more fair than participant who had less
opportunity for voice.
In a study conducted using an undergraduate sample, participants were able to use
voice before setting a goal, after setting a goal, or not at all (Lind et al., 1990). The
researchers told participants in the pre-decision voice condition that they would be
completing a course scheduling task and that the researchers wanted to know how many
schedules participants thought they could complete in fifteen minutes. In the postdecision voice condition, the researchers gave the participants a pre-set goal but asked
participants for their feedback on the pre-set goal nonetheless. In the no voice condition,
participants had no opportunity to provide feedback on the goal. Participants in the voice
conditions found the goal-setting process to be more equitable than did participants in the
no voice condition. In addition, participants in the pre-decision voice condition found the
goal-setting process to be more equitable than did participants in the post-decision voice
condition.
At least one field study corroborated the above findings regarding the effect of
voice on procedural justice (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995). A sample of retail managers
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indicated the extent to which they believed they could use voice to affect performance
appraisal decisions (instrumental voice) and the extent to which they used voice in
performance appraisal discussions with their supervisors (non-instrumental voice). In
addition, the researchers used a survey to assess participants’ attitudes toward the
procedural justice of the performance appraisal procedure. Results indicated that
instrumental and non-instrumental voice are positively related to favorable perceptions of
performance appraisal procedural justice.
When employees engage in voice, not only do organizations reap the benefits
inherent in receiving high-quality, change-oriented feedback, but employee performance
will increase and procedural justice perceptions will be more favorable also. The effect
of voice on performance and procedural justice comes with a few caveats. First,
employers must notice when employees engage in voice. Employees who rate
themselves as frequently engaging in voice but whose supervisors disagree receive lower
performance ratings than employees whose supervisors report as frequently using voice
(Burris et al., 2013). Second, employees need to have high task performance to see the
full benefits of voice on their performance ratings. Finally, employees having the
opportunity to engage in voice before their organizations make important decisions is key
in facilitating the voice-procedural justice relationship (Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Lind et al.,
1990). Although employees who have the opportunity to voice their opinions postdecision have a more favorable perception of procedural justice than employees with no
opportunity to engage in voice, employees with pre-decision voice opportunities have the
most favorable perception of procedural justice (Lind et al., 1990).
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Antecedents of Voice
Because voice is related to performance and procedural justice ratings,
practitioners should be interested in factors that influence voice. Antecedents of voice
include CSE, ethical leadership, and proactive personality. When an employee’s CSE is
positive, he tends to engage in voice (e.g., Wang & Hu, 2015). In addition, CSE
positively affects the extent to which employees believe their voice is useful (Avery,
2003). Also, ethical leadership has a positive relationship with voice (e.g., Huang &
Paterson, 2017) although multiple mediators such as moral efficacy (Lee, Choi, Youn, &
Chun, 2017) and moderators such as personal control (Hassan, 2015) complicate this
relationship. Finally, proactive personality has a positive relationship with voice (e.g.,
Crant et al., 2011).
Core self-evaluation (CSE). CSE is a stable and unconscious belief an
individual holds about herself (Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). It is the
summation of one’s self-esteem, or the degree to which a person believes that she is a
good and worthy person; self-efficacy, or the degree to which a person believes that she
is able to complete tasks effectively; locus of control, which can be external (believing
that life’s events are out of one’s control) or internal (believing that life’s events are
within one’s control); and emotional stability, or the degree to which a person is calm,
secure, and confident. Judge et al. (1998) found that CSE is a dispositional influence on
job satisfaction, in that positive CSE leads to positive appraisals of work situations. In a
meta-analysis, Judge and Bono (2001) found that having a positive CSE can lead to
increased job performance.
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Employees who have positive CSE tend to engage in voice more frequently than
employees with negative CSE (e.g., Liao, 2015). That is, employees who tend to see
themselves as adequate and worthy (as opposed to worthless) have a propensity towards
voice behavior. For example, Liao (2015) found that when employees gave their value as
members of their organization a high rating, they used voice more often than their
coworkers with lower organization-based self-esteem. Wang and Hu (2015) found
similar results, but the CSE-voice relationship diminished when team effectiveness was
low. Approach motivation, which is the tendency to pursue positive outcomes rather than
avoid negative outcomes, mediates the relationship between CSE and voice (Aryee,
Walumbwa, Mondejar, & Chu, 2017). Finally, CSE affects perceived value of voice as
well as propensity to engage in voice. Undergraduates responding to a survey were more
likely to value the opportunity to use voice when they had positive CSE (Avery, 2003).
Because prior research has established the main effect of CSE on voice, I believe I will
find similar results in my study.
Hypothesis 1: CSE will have a significant positive relationship with voice.
Ethical leadership. Researchers disagree on the definition of ethical leadership,
but one frequently-cited definition suggested that ethical leadership occurs when
supervisors model normatively-appropriate conduct and encourage their subordinates to
follow suit (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005). Brown and colleagues conceptualized
ethical leadership as reflecting social learning, in that employees learn the ethical (or
unethical) behavior that their supervisors model. Findings from Brown and colleagues
indicated that ethical leadership has several beneficial outcomes. First, subordinates were
more satisfied with ethical leaders than unethical leaders and rated ethical leaders as
14

being highly effective. Further, job dedication among subordinates tended to increase
when leaders were ethical. Finally, willingness to use prohibitive voice was higher
among subordinates with ethical leaders.
Ethical leadership has a positive effect on voice (e.g., Cheng, Chang, Kuo, &
Cheung, 2014), but the relationship between ethical leadership and voice is complex.
Evidence supports the existence of multiple mediators of ethical leadership’s positive
effect on voice. First, self-efficacy appears to play a role in the ethical leadership-voice
relationship. Moral efficacy, or the extent to which employees believe they can perform
morally within their organizations, mediates the relationship between ethical leadership
and voice (Lee et al., 2015). Similarly, self-impact, which is the extent to which
employees believe their opinions can make a difference, mediates the ethical leadershipvoice relationship (Wang et al., 2015). In related research, Huang and Paterson (2017)
found that ethical culture mediates the relationship between ethical leadership and group
ethical voice, which is the propensity for employees to come together and appeal for
more ethical organizational practices. Huang and Paterson’s (2017) study suggested that
social learning plays a role in group ethical voice: employees learn to advocate for ethical
practices by working in an ethical organization and observing the degree to which their
supervisors behave ethically.
Moreover, other variables moderate the relationship between ethical leadership
and voice. Zhu and colleagues (2015) found that the strength of the ethical leadershipvoice relationship depends on the degree to which employees believe that moral character
is stable. Believing that ethics are dependent on the situation, rather than on the person,
weakens the relationship between ethical leadership and voice. Employees who believe
15

ethics are malleable are unlikely to have as strong a response to ethical leadership as
employees who believe ethics are dispositional. If a supervisor’s propensity towards
ethical behavior could change at any second, it might not make sense in the employee’s
eyes to assume that ethical leadership in one situation foreshadows ethical leadership in
another situation. In addition, when employees believe they have control over work
outcomes, the relationship between ethical leadership and voice strengthens (Hassan,
2015).
Hypothesis 2: Ethical leadership will have a significant positive relationship with
voice..
Psychological safety. Findings from Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009)
indicate that psychological safety, which is the extent to which employees believe it is
safe to take risks within an organization, partially mediates the relationship between
ethical leadership and voice. Specifically, when employees perceive high levels of
ethical leadership, they will be more likely to experience psychological safety, which in
turn increases their likeliness to use voice. This is consistent with evidence from Liang et
al. (2012), which suggested that psychological safety has a positive main effect on both
promotive and prohibitive voice. In addition, psychological safety mediates the
relationship between perceived organizational politics and voice, such that when
perceived organizational politics are high, psychological safety is low, decreasing
employees’ likelihood of using voice (Li, Wu, Liu, Kwan, & Liu, 2014). However, the
negative relationship between perceived organizational politics and psychological safety,
as well as the positive relationship between psychological safety and voice, is weaker
when employees perceive themselves to be insiders in their organization (Li et al., 2014).
16

Summary. Past research has found support for a main effect of ethical leadership
on voice. Further, there is evidence suggesting that multiple constructs affect this
relationship, such as belief in the stability of leader morality (Zhu et al., 2015). However,
before I test for moderators of the ethical leadership-voice relationship in my study, I
need to confirm the main effect of ethical leadership on voice.
Proactive personality. According to Bateman and Crant (1993), proactive
personality is a tendency to effect positive environmental change. Proactive personality
correlates positively with conscientiousness, extraversion, need for achievement, and
need for dominance (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Researchers have studied proactive
personality as an antecedent of voice, yielding consistent findings that proactive
personality and voice are positively related. Employees at two large Turkish
organizations responded to surveys measuring proactive personality and voice, with
results indicating that when proactive personality is high, voice behavior is more frequent
(Kanten & Ulker, 2012). In addition, Crant et al. (2011) measured supervisor-rated voice
usefulness, proactive personality, shyness, self-monitoring, and all of the Big Five
personality traits as antecedents of voice. Upon entering all of the personality variables
into a multiple regression model predicting voice behavior, proactive personality was the
only variable to achieve significance. The researchers found the same result when using
a multiple regression model to predict supervisor-rated voice usefulness instead.
Scholars have established complex relationships between proactive personality
and voice in addition to the simple main effect. For example, Xie, Chu, Zhang, and
Huang (2014) found that voice self-efficacy, or the degree to which an employee believes
that using voice is likely to bring about a desired result, moderates the relationship
17

between proactive personality and voice. Employees high in proactive personality are
more likely to use voice than employees low in proactive personality, but this relationship
weakens when voice self-efficacy is high. In an examination of self-esteem, a construct
related to self-efficacy, Liao (2015) found that when organization-based self-esteem is
high, the proactive personality-voice relationship weakens. Finally, Liang and Gong
(2013) found that voice mediates the indirect positive relationship between proactive
personality and psychosocial mentoring. That is, proactive personality facilitates voice,
which in turn leads to junior staff members building rapport with senior staff members.
In addition, the researchers found that positive CSE strengthened the mediated proactive
personality-psychosocial mentoring relationship.
Hypothesis 3: Proactive personality will have a significant positive relationship
with voice.
One contribution to the literature of my study is its examination of proactive
personality as a moderator of the effects of ethical leadership and CSE on voice. That is,
only one study has examined this effect to date (Liang & Gong, 2013), and I propose to
attempt to replicate that effect. I intend to do this to examine two competing models:
proactive personality as enhancing CSE effects as found by Liang and Gong versus
proactive personality compensating for lower levels of CSE.
CSE is a relatively stable, composite construct comprised of self-esteem, locus of
control, self-efficacy, and emotional stability. Proactive personality is a relatively stable
tendency to effect change. In general, CSE reflects a belief about oneself whereas
proactive personality reflects an intention. Thus, CSE likely is a more distal predictor
and proactive personality a more proximal predictor of behavior. Researchers have not
18

examined a relationship between CSE and proactive personality. However, Liang and
Gong (2013) found that CSE moderated the effects of proactive personality on voice and
voice in turn affected psychosocial mentoring. Specifically, Lian and Gong observed
stronger effects of proactive personality on voice when CSE was higher.
Hypothesis 4: Proactive personality will moderate the CSE-voice relationship, in
that as proactive personality increases, the CSE-voice relationship will strengthen.
A second contribution to the literature of my study is its examination of proactive
personality as a moderator of the effects of ethical leadership on voice. As for
Hypothesis 4, I intend again to examine two competing models: proactive personality as
enhancing ethical leadership effects versus proactive personality compensating for lower
levels of ethical leadership. Specifically, I believe that proactive personality will weaken
the relationship between ethical leadership and voice. Li, Harris, Boswell, and Xie
(2011) suggested that proactive personality weakens the relationship between supervisor
developmental feedback and newcomer helping behaviors. In other words, when
supervisors provide feedback on how newcomers are performing in their roles,
newcomers tend to be more likely to perform behaviors such as assisting coworkers with
their work. However, this relationship is stronger for newcomers lower in proactive
personality. Li et al. suggested that this moderating effect occurs because more proactive
employees are more likely to engage in helping behaviors regardless of the amount of
feedback received from their supervisors.
Li et al. (2011) provides indirect evidence in support proactive personality as a
moderator of the effects of ethical leadership on voice. The conceptual relationship
between helping behavior and voice is striking. Both voice and helping behaviors are
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types of organizational citizenship behaviors. Further, Li et al. (2011) used a measure
developed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998). Van Dyne and LePine defined voice as a
form of helping behavior. Further, supervisor developmental feedback and ethical
leadership have conceptual similarities. Giving developmental feedback is one aspect of
normatively appropriate conduct. Demonstrating and promoting normatively appropriate
conduct is one of the prominent definitions of ethical leadership (Brown, Treviño, &
Harrison, 2005). Given the similarities between supervisor developmental feedback and
ethical leadership, as well as between helping behaviors and voice, I expect to find a
similar moderating effect of proactive personality on the ethical leadership-voice
relationship. Specifically, employees high in proactive personality should be likely to
voice their suggestions and constructive criticisms regardless of the level of ethical
leadership.
Hypothesis 5: Proactive personality will moderate the ethical leadership-voice
relationship, in that as proactive personality increases, the ethical leadership-voice
relationship will weaken.
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Method
Participants
I calculated a required sample size of 395 through G*Power’s fixed model with
R2 change function using the following input: effect size = .02; alpha error probability =
.05; power = .80; number of tested predictors = 1; total number of predictors = 3. This
input refers to a model containing three predictors (proactive personality, CSE or ethical
leadership, and the interaction between proactive personality and CSE or ethical
leadership) with one predictor, the interaction, being tested for significance. I chose to
recruit through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (AMT) because it is a relatively inexpensive,
efficient way to collect data. Multiple studies have indicated that responses from AMT
samples are at least as reliable as responses from more traditional methods of recruitment
(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Kittur, Chi, & Suh, 2008). One disadvantage is
that AMT’s subject pool evolves more slowly than an undergraduate subject pool because
undergraduates complete college in four years whereas users of AMT can continue taking
surveys for as long as they care to, resulting in potential “professional” survey takers
(Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). In addition, AMT is not as representative of the
United States population as other types of Internet-based recruitment (Berinsky, Huber,
& Lenz, 2012). However, the subject pool is more representative of the United States
population than in-person convenience samples (Berinsky et al., 2012), and AMT
participants exhibit similar biases and pay at least as much attention as participants from
traditional subject pools (Paolacci et al., 2010).
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Design
The study is a correlational study examining effects of CSE, proactive
personality, and perceived supervisor ethical leadership on voice.
Main Measures
Demographics. I assessed participants’ age, race, gender, tenure at current job,
and number of hours per week worked (see Appendix A).
Ethical leadership. Participants completed Brown, Treviño, and Harrison’s
(2005) 10-item Ethical Leadership Scale (α = .92; see Appendix B). Participants
responded using a graphic rating scale rated from 1 (highly unlikely) to 7 (highly likely).
The measure was scored as the average across the items. The Ethical Leadership Scale
measures participants’ perceptions of the degree to which their supervisors practice
ethical leadership. Participants rating their supervisors high on the Ethical Leadership
Scale indicate that they believe their supervisors have a strong tendency towards ethical
leadership. An example item is “Makes fair and balanced decisions”.
CSE. I used Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen’s (2003) 12-item CSE Scale ( α =
.80; see Appendix C) to assess CSE. The CSE Scale measures the extent to which the
respondent’s CSE is positive or negative, with high scores indicating positive CSE.
Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The measure was scored as the average across the items. A sample
item is “I am capable of coping with most of my problems”.
Proactive personality. I used Bateman and Crant’s (1993) Proactive Personality
Scale (α = .89; see Appendix D) to assess participants’ proactive personality. Participants
responded using a 17-item graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
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agree), with higher scores indicating a greater degree of proactive personality. The
measure was scored as the average across the items. An example item is “I excel at
identifying opportunities.”
Voice. Participants rated the extent to which they engage in voice using Botero
and Van Dyne’s (2009) adapted version of Van Dyne and Le Pine’s (1998) six-item
measure of voice (α = .82; see Appendix E). Participants responded using a graphic
rating scale scored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores
indicating a higher propensity to engage in voice. The measure was scored as the average
across the items. An example item is “I speak up to my supervisor with ideas for new
projects or changes in procedures at work”.
In addition, I wrote new voice items (see Appendix F) because some of Botero
and Van Dyne’s (2009) items seem to capture more than one idea, which can confuse
participants, leading to inaccurate results (Clark & Watson, 1995). Participants
responded using a graphic rating scale scored from 1 (never) to 5 (always), with higher
scores indicating more frequent voice behavior. The measure was scored as the average
across the items. An example item is “I seek out opportunities to express my opinion on
work issues”.
Additional Measures
To examine alternative hypotheses, I included additional measures. Many of the
additional measures are antecedents of organizational citizenship behaviors. Most have
at least some support for a relationship with voice. In addition, some of the below
constructs are similar to the constructs I am measuring for my hypotheses. I tested for
incremental variance of my predictors over the additional constructs to rule out the
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possibility that a) one of the following constructs is a better predictor of voice and b) my
predictor measures were measuring one of the constructs below rather than the constructs
they were supposed to measure.
Promotive voice. Participants rated the extent to which they engage in promotive
voice using Liang et al.’s (2012) five-item measure of promotive voice ( α = .90; see
Appendix G). I included this measure to determine whether the effects of the predictors
are different for promotive voice and global voice (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009).
Participants responded using a graphic rating scale scored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a higher propensity to engage in promotive
voice. The measure was scored as the average across the items. An example item is
“Raise suggestions to improve the unit’s working procedure”.
Prohibitive voice. Participants rated the extent to which they engage in
prohibitive voice using Liang et al.’s (2012) five-item measure of prohibitive voice ( α =
.90; see Appendix H). I included this measure to determine whether the effects of the
predictors are different for prohibitive voice and global voice (Botero & Van Dyne,
2009). Participants responded using a graphic rating scale scored from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a higher propensity to
engage in prohibitive voice. The measure was scored as the average across the items. An
example item is “Proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to
management”.
Organizational citizenship behavior: Altruism. I used the altruism subscale of
Smith et al.’s (1983) measure of organizational citizenship behavior ( α = .88; see
Appendix I) to assess participants’ altruism-related organizational citizenship behavior. I
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included this measure to test whether voice is conceptually distinct from altruism-related
organizational citizenship behavior. Participants responded using a 7-item graphic rating
scale from 5 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a
greater degree of altruism-related organizational citizenship behavior. The measure was
scored as the average across the items. An example item is “Help others who have heavy
work loads.”
Extraversion. I included Goldberg’s (1992) 10-item measure of extraversion
from the IPIP (α = .86; see Appendix J) because prior research has indicated that
extraversion and voice are positively related. Participants responded using a graphic
rating scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate), with higher scores indicating
higher levels of extraversion. The measure was scored as the average across the items.
An example item is “Am the life of the party.”
Agreeableness. I included Goldberg’s (1992) 10-item measure of agreeableness
from the IPIP (α = .77; see Appendix K) because agreeableness is an established
predictor of voice and other organizational citizenship behaviors. Participants responded
using a graphic rating scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate), with higher
scores indicating higher levels of agreeableness. The measure was scored as the average
across the items.

An example item is “Am interested in people.”

Conscientiousness. I included Goldberg’s (1992) 10-item measure of
conscientiousness from the IPIP (α = .81; see Appendix L) because conscientiousness is
an established predictor of voice and other organizational citizenship behaviors.
Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very
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accurate), with higher scores indicating higher levels of conscientiousness. The measure
was scored as the average across the items.

An example item is “Am always prepared.”

Neuroticism. I included Goldberg’s (1992) 10-item measure of neuroticism from
the International Personality Item Pool, or IPIP (α = .86; see Appendix M) as a control
for the CSE-voice relationship because emotional stability is a part of CSE. Participants
responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate), with
higher scores indicating higher levels of neuroticism. The measure was scored as the
average across the items. An example item is “Get stressed out easily.”
Openness. I included Goldberg’s (1992) 10-item measure of openness from the
IPIP (α = .82; see Appendix N) because openness is a predictor of some organizational
citizenship behaviors. Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (very
inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate), with higher scores indicating a higher level of openness.
The measure was scored as the average across the items.

An example item is “Have a

vivid imagination.”
Psychological safety. I modified Edmondson’s (1999) 7-item measure of team
psychological safety to reflect a general view of the workplace ( α = .82; see Appendix
O). I included this measure because prior research has established a relationship between
psychological safety and both voice and ethical leadership (Huang & Paterson, 2017).
Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a higher level of psychological safety. The
measure was scored as the average across the items. An example item is “It is safe to
take a risk at this organization.”
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Organizational commitment. I used Allen and Meyer’s (1990) Affective
Commitment Scale (α = .87; 8 items; see Appendix P), Continuance Commitment Scale
(α = .75; 8 items; see Appendix Q), and Normative Commitment Scale ( α = .79; 8 items;
see Appendix R) to assess participants’ organizational commitment. I assessed
organizational commitment to use in exploratory analyses because prior research has
shown that ethical leadership influences affective commitment and affective commitment
influences voice. Thus, I wanted to explore affective commitment as a mediator. For the
Affective Commitment Scale, participants responded using an 8-item graphic rating scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher
levels of affective commitment. The measure was scored as the average across the items.
An example item is “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
organization.” For the Continuance Commitment Scale, participants responded using an
8-item graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher
scores indicating higher levels of continuance commitment. The measure was scored as
the average across the items. An example item is “I feel I have too few options to
consider leaving this organization.” For the Normative Commitment Scale, participants
responded using an 8-item graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher levels of normative commitment. The
measure was scored as the average across the items.

An example item is “I was taught

to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization.”
Persistence. I used the 8-item industry/perseverance subscale of the Values in
Action Survey (Peterson & Seligman, 2004; α = .81; see Appendix S) to assess
persistence. I included this measure as a control for the proactive personality-voice
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relationship because proactive personality is conceptually similar to persistence.
Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a higher level of openness. The measure
was scored as the average across the items. An example item is “Finish things despite
obstacles in the way.”
Job satisfaction. I used Camman, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klech’s (1979)
Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire ( α = .77; see Appendix T) to assess
participants’ global job satisfaction. I included this measure to use in exploratory
analyses because job satisfaction and voice could be related. Participants responded
using a 3-item graphic rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with
higher scores indicating a greater degree of global job satisfaction. The measure was
scored as the average across the items. An example item is “In general, I like working
here.”
Implementation of suggestions. I used a self-developed 3-item scale to assess
the extent to which participants believed management listened to employee suggestions
(see Appendix U). I included this as a control variable for all the main effects on voice to
ensure that participants engaged in voice for reasons other than their suggestions being
implemented. Participants responded using a graphic rating scale from 1 (never) to 5
(always), with higher scores indicating a greater degree of agreement that management
listens to feedback. The measure was scored as the average across the items. An
example item is “Management at this organization puts employee suggestions into
practice.”
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Procedure
Because my power analysis suggested a minimum of 395 to detect moderation, I
ordered 395 responses through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Upon entering the survey,
participants viewed a message that said, “This survey pays $.30 and will take
approximately 20 minutes of your time. You may pause the survey and return at a later
time, but please note that doing so is at your own risk. The researcher is not liable for
any technical errors that occur.
Please read each question carefully and respond honestly. The researcher has the ability
to screen out insufficient effort, insufficient attention, and automated responding. Any
participants engaging in these behaviors will have their data removed and will NOT be
paid.”
Participants who chose to continue after reading the message completed the
measures of the constructs in my hypotheses in the following order: ethical leadership,
CSE, proactive personality, and voice. Participants completed these measures first to
increase the likelihood that if a participant returns an incomplete survey, he would have
responded to these measures because they are closer to the beginning of the survey.
Next, participants responded to the additional measures in this order: promotive and
prohibitive voice, organizational citizenship behavior: altruism, the Big Five
(extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, and neuroticism),
psychological safety, affective commitment, continuance commitment, normative
commitment, persistence, job satisfaction, and implementation of suggestions. I arranged
the additional measures so that the measures with the most support for a relationship with
voice are earlier in the survey. This was to increase the chances that participants
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returning incomplete surveys would have responded to the most relevant measures. After
completing the measures, participants answered demographic questions regarding their
race, gender, and tenure. Completing the demographic questions sent participants to a
debriefing page explaining the purpose of the study, informing them of whom to contact
for further information, and thanking them for their time (see Appendix V).
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Results
Data Cleaning
Initially, 479 eligible participants attempted the survey. This number is higher
than the number of responses I ordered through AMT because 127 participants
disqualified themselves from the survey, resulting in 352 eligible participants. I describe
below the reasons for removing the 127 participants.
To be eligible for the study, participants had to be working at least 40 hours per
week on average, live in the United States, speak English as a native language, and be at
least 18 years of age. These requirements were selected to capture a representative
sample of working adults in the United States. In addition, I designed the survey such
that participants were unable to skip any items. Because I required all participants to
answer every item, I did not lose any participants due to incomplete surveys.
To screen out automated responses, participants needed to complete three
attention checks dispersed throughout the survey. First, immediately after completing the
eligibility screener, participants were directed to a series of four questions with the
instructions, “The questions on this page are to check whether you are paying
attention. DO NOT respond to any of the questions on this page or you will be
disqualified from this survey and you will NOT be paid. Again, do NOT select ANY
response to ANY of the following questions!” If participants responded to any of the
items on that page, they were directed to a page instructing them to return the survey.
Next, I inserted an item in the Botero & Van Dyne (2009) measure of voice reading, “I
31

can run ten miles in ten minutes.” Participants who responded anything other than
“strongly disagree” were instructed to return the survey. Finally, I inserted an item
reading, “Please respond strongly agree to this item,” in the psychological safety
measure. If participants did not respond strongly agree, they were instructed to return the
survey. I removed 127 participants because they failed the eligibility items or four items
designed to test for potential automated responses, leaving 352 participants. These
participants were directed to a page with a code they could use as proof of taking the
survey, therefore entitling them to receive compensation.
Next, I examined surveys for insufficient effort responding. I used the Qualtrics
page time function to determine approximately how many seconds participants spent on
each item. After downloading the data, I removed 75 participants who spent fewer than
two seconds per item on at least half of the pages of the survey from analysis. This is in
line with Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, and DeShon’s (2012) recommendation of two
seconds per item as a threshold for careless responding.
After data cleaning, 277 participants remained. This number is 118 fewer than
the number of participants needed to detect a small R 2 change, as calculated in G*Power.
A post-hoc power analysis conducted with the same parameters as the a priori power
analysis, but with a sample size of 277, indicated that the achieved power was only .56.
This suggests that I did not have sufficient power to detect a small moderating effect.
Scale Construction
Principal component and exploratory factor analyses revealed that all constructs
retained their expected psychometric properties (see Appendix W). Specifically,
principal components analyses revealed that scales designed to capture one factor indeed
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consisted of one factor. Exploratory factor analyses indicated that most (and in some
cases, all) items in a given scale correlated with the scale at loadings of at least .30 with
minimal cross-loading. The scales I used in my study are well-validated, so even when a
particular item did not have a loading of at least .30, I did not omit the item from
analysis. Of particular note from the scale construction I completed was that voice and
the altruism component of organizational citizenship behavior are distinct factors (see
Appendix W).
Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Statistics
The sample was 52.35% female and 46.21% male. None of the participants
identified as a gender other than male or female, although 1.44% selected the “Prefer not
to respond” option. The average age was 38.10 years (SD = 11.27). The most common
race was white (75.81%), followed by Asian (9.03%), black (8.30%), Hispanic (2.53%),
and Native American (1.44%). A total of 1.81% of participants selected the “other”
option. Every participant who selected the “other” option reported being biracial.
Finally, 1.08% of participants preferred not to report their race. On average, participants
had worked 11.16 years in their current fields (SD = 8.92). Participants had spent an
average of 7.60 years at their current organizations (SD = 6.86). The average number of
years participants had spent in their current position at their current organization was 5.17
(SD = 5.15).
Table 1 summarizes the means, standard deviations, and inter-item correlations of
each construct measure. If common method variance was present, I would expect all the
constructs in my data to correlate with each other. I found that constructs that should not
correlate with each other, such as ethical leadership and employee extraversion, did not
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correlate with each other (see Table 2). This suggests that common method variance was
not a problem in my data.
Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis 1. I predicted that CSE would have a positive relationship with
voice. A simple regression analysis revealed that CSE had a significant, positive
relationship with voice (b = .44, SE = .07, R2 = .12, p < .001). In addition, I found that
CSE was positively correlated with promotive voice (b = .442, SE = .05, R2 = .18, p <
.001) and prohibitive voice (b = .32, SE = .06, R2 = .08, p < .001). These relationships
remained significant and positive when controlling for neuroticism (related to the
emotional stability facet of CSE). Thus, I found support for Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 2. I predicted that ethical leadership would have a positive
relationship with voice. A simple regression analysis revealed that ethical leadership had
a significant, positive relationship with voice (b = .40, SE = .07, R2 = .11, p < .001). In
addition, I found that ethical leadership was positively correlated with promotive voice (β
= .30, SE = .05, R2 = .10, p < .001) and prohibitive voice (b = .20, SE = .06, R2 = .04, p =
.001). These relationships remained significant and positive when controlling for
psychological safety (possibly a mediator of ethical leadership effects on voice) and
suggestion implementation (another potential predictor of voice). Thus, I found support
for Hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 3. I predicted that proactive personality would have a positive
relationship with voice. A simple regression analysis revealed that proactive personality
had a significant, positive relationship with voice (b = .59, SE = .05, R2 = .31, p < .001).
In addition, I found that proactive personality was positively correlated with promotive
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voice (b = .47, SE = .04, R2 = .31, p < .001) and prohibitive voice (b = .40, SE = .05, R2 =
.19, p = .001). These relationships remained significant and positive when controlling for
conscientiousness and persistence (conceptually similar to proactive personality). Thus, I
found support for Hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 4. I predicted that proactive personality would moderate the
relationship between CSE and voice such that when proactive personality is high, the
CSE-voice relationship would strengthen.
In Model 1, I regressed voice onto proactive personality and CSE. CSE’s
relationship with voice was not statistically significant (b = .09, SE = .07, p = .25).
However, proactive personality’s relationship with voice was significant and positive (b =
.55, SE = .06, p < .001). The R2 value for Model 1 was .31.
In Model 2, I added the interaction between proactive personality and CSE to
Model 1. Though the moderating effect was in the expected direction, it was not
statistically significant (b = .05, SE = .06, p = .44). The R2 value for Model 2 was .31.
Model 2 did not account for significantly more variance than Model 1 (F = .58, p = .44).
Therefore, I did not find support for Hypothesis 4. I replicated these findings with
promotive and prohibitive voice.
Hypothesis 5. I predicted that proactive personality would moderate the
relationship between ethical leadership and voice such that when proactive personality is
high, the ethical leadership-voice relationship would weaken.
In Model 1, I regressed voice onto proactive personality and ethical leadership.
Ethical leadership maintained its significant, positive relationship with voice (b = .26, SE
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= .06, p < .001), as did proactive personality (b = .53, SE = .05, p < .001). The R2 value
for Model 1 was .35.
In Model 2, I added the interaction between proactive personality and ethical
leadership to Model 1. Though the moderating effect was in the expected direction, it
was not statistically significant (b = -.07, SE = .05, p = .16).

The R2 value for Model 2

was .36. Model 2 did not account for significantly more variance than Model 1 (F =
1.96, p = .16). Therefore, I did not find support for Hypothesis 5. I replicated these
findings with promotive and prohibitive voice.
Additional Analyses
Proactive personality as a moderator of the affective commitment-voice
relationship. Prior research has established a positive relationship between ethical
leadership and affective commitment (e.g., Demirtas & Akdogan, 2015), which I
replicated in my study (b = .97, SE = .09, p < .001). In addition, I found that affective
commitment had a positive effect on voice (b = .24, SE = .04, p < .001).
Because of ethical leadership’s relationship with organizational commitment and
because the moderating effect of proactive personality on the ethical leadership-voice
relationship was in the expected direction, I tested a post-hoc hypothesis that proactive
personality would weaken the affective commitment-voice relationship. In Model 1, I
regressed voice onto proactive personality and organizational commitment. Affective
commitment maintained its significant, positive relationship with voice (b = .14, SE =
.04, p < .001), as did proactive personality (b = .52, SE = .05, p < .001). The R2 value for
Model 1 was .35.
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In Model 2, I added the interaction between proactive personality and
organizational commitment to Model 1. The moderating effect was in the expected
direction and statistically significant (b = -.07, SE = .03, p = .02). The relationship
between affective commitment and voice was positive and significant (b = .50, SE = .16,
p = .002), as was the relationship between proactive personality and voice (b = .82, SE =
.14, p < .001). The R2 value for Model 2 was .36. Model 2 accounted for significantly
more variance than Model 1 (F = 5.50, p = .02). This suggests that as proactive
personality increases, the relationship between affective commitment and voice weakens
(see Figure 1). I tested similar interactions between proactive personality and other
variables related to ethical leadership (e.g., psychological safety), but the affective
commitment-proactive personality interaction was the only interaction to achieve
significance.
Affective commitment as a mediator of the ethical leadership-voice
relationship. Wang, Weng, McElroy, Ashkanasy, and Lievens (2014) indicated that
affective commitment is a predictor of voice. Combined with the above results and
Demirtas and Akdogan’s demonstration of the relationship between ethical leadership
and affective commitment, I theorized that affective commitment mediates the
relationship between ethical leadership and voice. Path A, the effect of ethical leadership
on affective commitment, was significant and positive (β = .54, p < .001). Path B, the
effect of affective commitment on voice, was significant and positive (β = .35, p < .001).
Path C, the effect of ethical leadership on voice was significant and positive (β = .33, p <
.001). After accounting for affective commitment, the positive effect of ethical
leadership on voice decreased but was still significant (β = .20, p < .002; see Figure 2).
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A mediation analysis using bootstrapping revealed that the partial mediation of affective
commitment on the ethical leadership-voice relationship was statistically significant
(95% CI [.06, .28], p < .001).
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Discussion
The purpose of my study was to examine the main effects of CSE and ethical
leadership on voice, as well as the moderating role of proactive personality in both main
effects. Although results supported the main effects, I did not find support for my
moderation hypotheses. However, in exploratory analyses, I found that proactive
personality weakened the relationship between affective commitment and voice. In
addition, affective commitment partially mediated the ethical leadership-voice
relationship. Establishing the role of affective commitment in the relationship between
ethical leadership and voice is a contribution to the literature. My results raise two major
issues. First, I measured perceived rather than actual ethical leadership. Questions for
future research include the conceptual overlap between perceived ethical leadership
(Ethical Leadership Scale, Brown et al., 2005) and actual ethical leadership and potential
differential relationships between perceived versus ethical leadership and outcomes.
Exploratory analyses raised a second issue, which is that proactive personality might be a
stronger moderator of relationships between subjective variables and voice versus
objective variables and voice.
Summary of Results
Results supported predicted main but not moderating effects. I found a
significant, positive relationship between CSE and voice, indicating that when CSE is
positive, voice increases. In addition, I found that ethical leadership had a significant,
positive relationship with voice, indicating that employees whose leaders behave
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ethically engage in more voice. However, results did not indicate that an employee’s
level of proactive personality affected the CSE-voice and ethical leadership-voice
relationships. Also, results from principal components and exploratory factor analyses
indicated that voice is distinct from the altruism component of organizational citizenship
behavior. Finally, an exploratory analysis revealed that proactive personality weakened
the relationship between affective commitment and voice, and affective commitment
partially mediated the relationship between ethical leadership and voice.
Theoretical Issues
Perceived versus Actual Ethical Leadership. Even if the Brown et al. (2005)
measure of perceived ethical leadership positively correlates with voice, the question of
whether this measure captures actual ethical leadership remains. That is, it is possible
that individuals’ perceptions of ethical leadership do not correlate strongly with actual
ethical leadership because perceptions are influenced by factors including, but not limited
to, actual ethical leadership. For example, individuals might differ in their definitions of
ethical leadership or might perceive differences in ethical leadership because they like or
dislike the leader. Also, researchers have found that it is possible for supervisors to fake
ethical leadership (e.g., Kwak & Shim, 2017), meaning that measures of perceived ethical
leadership might be skewed towards rating one’s leader as being ethical. Indeed,
researchers should examine whether stereotypically negative traits associated with faking
ethical leadership, such as Machiavellianism, have a positive effect on voice. Further,
measures of ethical leadership might capture additional conceptual content that does not
reflect ethical leadership. For example, the Ethical Leadership Scale might capture leader
Machiavellianism either instead of or in addition to actual ethical leadership. Moreover,
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self-reported, subordinate-reported, and superior-reported ethical leadership might differ.
Future researchers should examine the conceptual content captured by different measures
of ethical leadership, the extent to which measures capture perceived versus actual ethical
leadership, and the relative effects of both perceived ethical leadership and actual ethical
leadership on outcomes of interest.
Proactive Personality, Affective Commitment, Ethical Leadership, and
Voice. Affective commitment partially mediated the relationship between ethical
leadership and voice. In addition, proactive personality moderated the second step of this
mediated relationship, such that the positive relationship between affective commitment
and voice was weaker when proactive personality was higher. This indicates that though
I did not find support for Hypothesis 5, proactive personality, ethical leadership, and
voice are related indirectly through the path of affective commitment.
As discussed in the previous issue, perceived and actual ethical leadership might
capture overlapping but distinct conceptual content. For example, perceived ethical
leadership might reflect both subjective and objective influences. Further, subjective
influences on perceived ethical leadership might include affective influences. Affective
influences could explain, in part, the observed relationship between ethical leadership and
affective commitment. Indeed, some items on the Ethical Leadership Scale seem to
reflect more affective content (e.g., “My direct supervisor can be trusted.”). In contrast,
some items seem to capture content that is less subjective, and thus more objective, for
example, items asking participants to assess more concrete supervisor behaviors (e.g.,
“My direct supervisor discusses business ethics with employees.”). Potentially, proactive
personality moderates the relationship between more subjective perceptual variables
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(such as affective commitment) and voice. Proactive personality might be a weaker
moderator of relationships between more objective variables (such as observed supervisor
behaviors) and voice. This might occur, in part, because subjective influences might
reflect more proximal predictors and objective influences reflect more distal predictors of
outcomes. I was not able to examine potential differences between subjective and
objective influences because the measure of ethical leadership I used included items
reflecting both. Researchers should focus on testing the above explanation by either
separating the Ethical Leadership Scale (Brown et al., 2005) into subjective and objective
items or developing different measures of subjective and objective ethical leadership.
Practical Implications
My results have two implications for practitioners. First, practitioners can attempt
to increase affective commitment as a means of increasing voice. However, higher
affective commitment might only increase voice among employees lower in proactive
personality. Second, practitioners can attempt to increase ethical leadership (or at least
perceptions of ethical leadership). Indeed, it appears that fostering ethical leadership
could be an effective means of increasing voice regardless of employees’ levels of
proactive personality.
Limitations
Several limitations constrain the conclusions I can draw from this study. The
biggest limitation of my study is that I used a correlational, survey-only design. So, I did
not have an objective measure to connect to participants’ responses, and the statistical
models I tested did not allow me to infer cause. However, I did observe expected
significant and nonsignificant correlations between variables, reducing concerns related
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to common method variance. For example, psychological safety was not significantly
correlated with any of the Big Five. Further, I detected and removed a substantial
number of participants who responded carelessly, and this reduced power to detect small
moderation effects. Also, although I attempted to reduce careless responding by placing
a timer on each survey page and including careless responding items, it is possible that I
did not detect all participants who responded with insufficient effort. Moreover,
participants might not have responded honestly to all the items. Other concerns relate to
my sample. It would have been useful to have both supervisor and subordinate reports of
both predictors (e.g., ethical leadership) and subordinate voice.
Conclusion
The purpose of my study was to examine the moderating effect of proactive
personality on the proposed main effects of CSE and ethical leadership on voice. I found
significant, positive effects of CSE and ethical leadership on voice, but my moderation
hypotheses were not supported. However, affective commitment partially mediated the
ethical leadership-voice relationship. Also, I found that proactive personality weakened
the relationship between affective commitment and voice. Thus, prior research has
examined the main effects of CSE and ethical leadership on voice, and my results
replicated those findings. Moreover, my results contributed to the theoretical and
empirical literature in two ways--by providing evidence that 1) affective commitment
partially mediates the relationship between ethical leadership and voice and 2) proactive
personality can compensate for lowers levels of affective commitment in its effects on
voice. For practitioners, my results suggest that managers can enhance voice by
increasing affective commitment or ethical leadership. In sum, my results revealed the
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beneficial effects of CSE, ethical leadership, proactive personality, and affective
commitment on voice and the potential benefits to voice of intervening to increase ethical
leadership or affective comment.
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Table 1
Scale Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistencies
Scale
Ethical leadership
CSE
Proactive personality
Voice (original items)
Voice (new items)
Promotive voice
Prohibitive voice
OCB
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
Psychological safety
Affective commitment
Continuance commitment
Normative commitment
Persistence
Job satisfaction
Supervisor implementation of
employees’ suggestions

Mean
3.89
3.61
5.17
5.35
3.34
3.89
3.43
3.83
3.27
3.99
4.12
2.37
3.88
3.73
4.52
4.69
3.97
4.31
5.27
3.09
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Standard Deviation
.85
.82
.97
1.03
.79
.81
.89
.66
.89
.66
.67
.93
.68
.43
1.54
1.31
1.17
.64
1.70
.95

Internal Consistency (α)
.93
.91
.94
.89
.81
.92
.84
.78
.90
.86
.88
.91
.83
.82
.92
.83
.82
.86
.95
.71

Table 2
Correlations Between All Measures
CSE

EL

PP

OV

NV

MV

HV

OCB

E

A

CSE 1.00

EL 0.38

1.00

PP 0.54

0.24

1.00

OV 0.35

0.33

0.55

1.00

NV 0.40

0.25

0.51

0.69

1.00

MV 0.42

0.32

0.56

0.74

0.75

1.00

HV 0.29

0.19

0.44

0.53

0.60

0.61

1.00

OCB 0.27

0.31

0.48

0.62

0.53

0.58

0.47

1.00

E 0.51

0.13

0.51

0.33

0.32

0.40

0.32

0.25

1.00
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C

N

O

PS

PER

AC

CC

NC

JS

IS

CSE

EL

PP

OV

NV

MV

HV

OCB

E

A

A 0.48

0.37

0.38

0.31

0.24

0.30

0.06

0.31

0.34

1.00

C 0.53

0.17

0.57

0.38

0.40

0.35

0.24

0.38

0.34

0.35

1.00

N -0.78

-0.26

-0.48

-0.30

-0.35

-0.35

-0.23

-0.25

-0.46

-0.49

-0.46

1.00

O 0.14

0.05

0.39

0.22

0.22

0.29

0.13

0.25

0.36

0.24

0.26

-0.10

1.00

PS 0.06

-0.06

0.16

0.16

0.11

0.17

0.11

0.08

0.10

-0.07

0.07

0.00

0.07

1.00

PER 0.50

0.19

0.61

0.34

0.37

0.38

0.23

0.35

0.31

0.37

0.80

-0.45

0.27

0.04

1.00

AC 0.43

0.54

0.30

0.35

0.28

0.37

0.19

0.35

0.22

0.41

0.28

-0.34

0.09

0.03

0.23

1.00

CC -0.37

0.01

-0.31

-0.25

-0.28

-0.18

-0.22

-0.12

-0.36

-0.08

-0.22

0.31

-0.14

-0.14

-0.19

0.00

1.00

NC 0.28

0.30

0.17

0.11

0.11

0.17

0.14

0.20

0.04

0.19

0.20

-0.13

-0.04

-0.02

0.18

0.58

0.14

1.00

JS 0.54

0.51

0.36

0.37

0.29

0.37

0.15

0.34

0.26

0.44

0.32

-0.45

0.12

-0.01

0.24

0.81

-0.09

0.50
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C

N

O

PS

PER

AC

CC

NC

JS

1.00

IS

CSE
IS 0.42

EL

PP

OV

NV

MV

HV

OCB

E

A

C

N

O

PS

PER

AC

CC

NC

JS

IS

0.56

0.31

0.35

0.35

0.34

0.20

0.33

0.19

0.42

0.25

-0.34

0.12

-0.05

0.25

0.69

-0.09

0.44

0.66

1.00

Note. Correlations above r = .14 are significant at p < .01. Correlations above r = .11 are significant at p < .05.
Key: CSE = Core self-evaluation, EL = Ethical leadership, PP = Proactive personality, OV = Original voice items, NV = New voice
items, MV = Promotive voice, HV = Prohibitive voice, OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior – Altruism, E = Extraversion, A =
Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, N = Neuroticism, O = Openness, PS = Psychological safety, PER = Persistence, AC =
Affective commitment, CC = Continuance commitment, NC = Normative commitment, JS = Job satisfaction, IS = Implementation of
suggestions
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Figure 1. Proactive Personality and Affective Commitment Interaction
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Figure 2. Affective Commitment Mediation
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APPENDIX A
Demographics Items
What is your age in years? ________
What is your race?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Caucasian – Non-Hispanic
Asian
Black
Hispanic of any race
Native American
Other: _____________
Prefer not to say

What is your gender?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Male
Female
Other: ______________
Prefer not to say

How many years have you been working in your current field? _______________
How many years have you been working at your current organization? ____________
How many years have you been working in your current position at your current
organization? _______________
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APPENDIX B
Ethical Leadership Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes your beliefs about your supervisor. Read each statement as though it begins with the
phrase, “My supervisor…”
Listens to what employees have to say.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Disciplines employees who violate ethical standards.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Has the best interests of employees in mind.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Makes fair and balanced decisions.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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Can be trusted.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Discusses business ethics or values with employees.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Defines success not just by results but also the way that they are obtained.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

When making decisions, asks “what is the right thing to do?”
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX C
CSE Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I am confident I get the success I deserve in life.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Sometimes I feel depressed.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

When I try, I generally succeed.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

I complete tasks successfully.
6. Strongly disagree
7. Disagree
8. Neutral
9. Agree
10. Strongly agree
Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work.
61

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Overall, I am satisfied with myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

I am filled with doubts about my competence.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

I determine what will happen in my life.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

I do not feel in control of my success in my career.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

I am capable of coping with most of my problems.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

There are times when things look pretty bleak or hopeless to me.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX D
Proactive Personality Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I feel driven to make a difference in my community, and maybe the world.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I tend to let others take the initiative to start new projects.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles to my ideas.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others’ opposition.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
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7. Strongly agree
I excel at identifying opportunities.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I am always looking for better ways to do things.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I love to challenge the status quo.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

When I have a problem, I tackle it head-on.
1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. Slightly disagree
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4.
5.
6.
7.

Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I am great at turning problems into opportunities.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I can spot a good opportunity long before others can.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

If I see someone in trouble, I help out in any way I can.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX E
Botero and Van Dyne (2009) Revised Voice Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I develop and make recommendations to my supervisor concerning issues that affect my work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I speak up and encourage others in my work unit to get involved in issues that affect our work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I communicate my opinions about work issues to others in my work unit, even if their opinions
are different and they disagree with me.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I keep well informed about issues at work where my opinions can be useful.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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I get involved in issues that affect the quality of life in my work unit.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

I speak up to my supervisor with ideas for new projects or changes in procedures at work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX F
Additional Voice Items
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I provide my supervisor with constructive criticism of circumstances at work that cause me
dissatisfaction.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

I seek out opportunities to express my opinion on work issues.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

I stay silent on issues that affect my work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

I give my supervisor suggestions for improving circumstances at work even when I receive no
benefit from doing so.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

My first step when faced with a disagreeable work policy would be to voice my opinion to
someone who can help.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
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5. Always
I keep my ideas for improving circumstances at work to myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

I tell my supervisor when I think of a way to improve things for my co-workers.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always
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APPENDIX G
Promotive Voice Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes your behavior at work. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence the work unit.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Proactively suggest new projects that are beneficial to the work unit.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Raise suggestions to improve the unit's working procedure.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach its goals.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Make constructive suggestions to improve the unit's operation.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

72

APPENDIX H
Prohibitive Voice Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes your behavior at work. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper job performance.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious loss to the work unit, even
when/though dissenting opinions exist.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency in the work unit, even if that
would embarrass others.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if that would hamper relationships
with other colleagues.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to the management.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
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5. Strongly agree
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APPENDIX I
Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Altruism Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes your behavior at work. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Help others who have been absent.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Volunteer for things that are not required.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Orient new people even though it is not required.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Help others who have heavy work loads.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Assist my supervisor with his or her work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Make innovative suggestions to improve my department.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Do not spend time in idle conversation.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX J
IPIP Extraversion Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Feel comfortable around people.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Make friends easily.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am skilled in handling social situations.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am the life of the party.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Know how to captivate people.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Have little to say.
1. Very inaccurate
2. Moderately inaccurate
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3. Neither accurate nor inaccurate
4. Moderately accurate
5. Very accurate
Keep in the background.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Don't like to draw attention to myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Don't talk a lot.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate
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APPENDIX K
IPIP Agreeableness Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Have a good word for everyone.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Believe that others have good intentions.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Respect others.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Accept people as they are.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Make people feel at ease.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Have a sharp tongue.
1. Very inaccurate
2. Moderately inaccurate
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3. Neither accurate nor inaccurate
4. Moderately accurate
5. Very accurate
Cut others to pieces.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Suspect hidden motives in others.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Get back at others.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Insult people.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate
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APPENDIX L
IPIP Conscientiousness Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Am always prepared.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Pay attention to details.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Get chores done right away.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Carry out my plans.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Make plans and stick to them.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Waste my time.
1. Very inaccurate
2. Moderately inaccurate
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3. Neither accurate nor inaccurate
4. Moderately accurate
5. Very accurate
Find it difficult to get down to work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Do just enough work to get by.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Don't see things through.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Shirk my duties.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate
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APPENDIX M
IPIP Neuroticism Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Often feel blue.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Dislike myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am often down in the dumps.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Have frequent mood swings.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Panic easily.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Rarely get irritated.
1. Very inaccurate
2. Moderately inaccurate
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3. Neither accurate nor inaccurate
4. Moderately accurate
5. Very accurate
Seldom feel blue.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Feel comfortable with myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am not easily bothered by things.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am very pleased with myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

84

APPENDIX N
IPIP Openness Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Believe in the importance of art.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Have a vivid imagination.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Tend to vote for liberal political candidates.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Carry the conversation to a higher level.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Enjoy hearing new ideas.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Am not interested in abstract ideas.
1. Very inaccurate
2. Moderately inaccurate
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3. Neither accurate nor inaccurate
4. Moderately accurate
5. Very accurate
Do not like art.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Avoid philosophical discussions.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Do not enjoy going to art museums.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate

Tend to vote for conservative political candidates.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very inaccurate
Moderately inaccurate
Neither accurate nor inaccurate
Moderately accurate
Very accurate
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APPENDIX O
Psychological Safety Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the bubble beneath the response that best
describes your beliefs about your organization.
If you make a mistake at this organization, it is often held against you.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

Members of this organization are able to bring up problems and tough issues.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

People at this organization sometimes reject others for being different.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

It is safe to take a risk at this organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

It is difficult to ask other members of this organization for help.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

No one at this organization would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

Working with members of this organization, my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Neutral
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX P
Affective Commitment Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX Q
Continuance Commitment Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another one lined up.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization now.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave my organization now.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity of
available alternatives.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is that leaving would require
considerable personal sacrifice — another organization may not match the overall benefits I have
here.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX R
Normative Commitment Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the number next to the response that best
describes you.
I think that people these days move from company to company too often.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is that I believe that loyalty is
important and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation to remain.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree
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If l got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to leave my
organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

Things were better in the days when people stayed with one organization for most of their
careers.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

I do not think that wanting to be a 'company man' or 'company woman' is sensible anymore.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX S
IPIP Persistence Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the bubble beneath the response that best
describes you. Read each statement as though it begins with the phrase, “I…”
Don't quit a task before it's finished.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Am a goal-oriented person.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Finish things despite obstacles in the way.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Am a hard worker.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Don't get sidetracked when I work.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Don't finish what I start.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Give up easily.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree

Do not tend to stick with what I decide to do.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX T
Job Satisfaction Scale
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the bubble beneath the response that best
describes your attitudes towards your job.
All in all I am satisfied with my job.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

In general, I don't like my job.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree

In general, I like working here.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree
Strongly agree
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APPENDIX U
Supervisor Implementation of Employees’ Suggestions
Please respond to the following statements by clicking the bubble beneath the response that best
describes your organization.
Management at this organization ignores constructive criticism.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

Management at this organization puts employee suggestions into practice.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always

It is easy to effect constructive change at this organization.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Occasionally
Sometimes
Often
Always
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APPENDIX V
Debriefing Statement
Thank you for participating in this study!
The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of ethical leadership, CSE, and proactivity on
voice behavior. Evidence suggests that ethical leadership, proactive personality, and CSE each
increase the extent to which employees are willing to voice ideas and concerns. However, prior
research has not investigated whether proactive personality affects the extent to which ethical
leadership and CSE influence voice behavior. The goal of this study is to further scientific
knowledge by testing whether this is a possibility in a controlled simulation.
Please let the researcher know if you have any questions. Thank you for your participation in this
study!
Contact for further information:
Alice Pyclik
pyclik.2@wright.edu
Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson
debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu
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APPENDIX W
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Ethical Leadership
Factor1
EL1 0.749
EL2 0.541
EL3 0.673
EL4 0.879
EL5 0.831
EL6 0.859
EL7 0.642
EL8 0.865
EL9 0.763
EL10 0.803
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
5.894
0.589

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 92.85 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 3.89e-07

CSE
Loadings:
Factor1
CSE1 0.699
CSE2 0.681
CSE3 0.683
CSE4 0.737
CSE5 0.487
CSE6 0.590
CSE7 0.732
CSE8 0.687
CSE9 0.603
CSE10 0.716
CSE11 0.665
CSE12 0.763
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
5.456
0.455

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 315.6 on 54 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.24e-38
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Proactive Personality
Loadings:
Factor1
PP1 0.622
PP2 0.658
PP3 0.210
PP4 0.713
PP5 0.743
PP6 0.600
PP7 0.633
PP8 0.823
PP9 0.734
PP10 0.810
PP11 0.751
PP12 0.835
PP13 0.667
PP14 0.756
PP15 0.847
PP16 0.729
PP17 0.504
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
8.341
0.491

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 390.78 on 119 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.14e-30

Original Voice Measure
Loadings:
Factor1
V1 0.817
V2 0.829
V3 0.686
V4 0.793
V5 0.677
V6 0.774
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.511
0.585

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 18.22 on 9 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 0.0327
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New Voice Items
Loadings:
Factor1
NV1 0.736
NV2 0.796
NV3 0.303
NV4 0.840
NV5 0.701
NV6
NV7 0.851
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.191
0.456

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 89.19 on 14 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 5.41e-13

Promotive Voice
Loadings:
Factor1
MV1 0.872
MV2 0.831
MV3 0.776
MV4 0.869
MV5 0.833
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.501
0.700

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 23.35 on 5 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 0.000289

Prohibitive Voice
Loadings:
Factor1
HV1 0.587
HV2 0.716
HV3 0.831
HV4 0.805
HV5 0.612
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
2.570
0.514

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 50.41 on 5 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.14e-09
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Altruism
Loadings:
Factor1
OCB1 0.780
OCB2 0.589
OCB3 0.758
OCB4 0.760
OCB5 0.581
OCB6 0.581
OCB7
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
2.783
0.398

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 52.36 on 14 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 2.44e-06

Extraversion
Loadings:
Factor1
E1 0.822
E2 0.875
E3 0.891
E4 0.717
E5 0.778
E6 0.514
E7 0.570
E8 0.408
E9 0.513
E10 0.552
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
4.678
0.468

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 349.86 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.4e-53

Agreeableness
Loadings:
Factor1
A1 0.659
A2 0.663
A3 0.692
A4 0.674
A5 0.639
A6 0.418
A7 0.577
A8 0.619
A9 0.505
A10 0.701
SS loadings

Factor1
3.853
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Proportion Var

0.385

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 253.23 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 6.77e-35

Conscientiousness
Loadings:
Factor1
C1 0.640
C2 0.538
C3 0.711
C4 0.759
C5 0.711
C6 0.758
C7 0.747
C8 0.545
C9 0.653
C10 0.445
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
4.340
0.434

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 329.56 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.35e-49

Neuroticism
Loadings:
Factor1
N1 0.852
N2 0.871
N3 0.915
N4 0.685
N5 0.636
N6 0.381
N7 0.513
N8 0.726
N9 0.617
N10 0.722
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
5.032
0.503

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 270.54 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 3.48e-38
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Openness
Loadings:
Factor1
O1 0.825
O2 0.588
O3 0.358
O4 0.469
O5 0.426
O6 0.559
O7 0.797
O8 0.479
O9 0.758
O10 0.260
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.375
0.337

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 445.24 on 35 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.42e-72

Psychological Safety
Loadings:
Factor1
PS1 0.657
PS2 0.517
PS3 0.664
PS4 0.613
PS5 0.641
PS6 0.611
PS7 0.683
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
2.766
0.395

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 130.02 on 14 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 6.75e-21

Affective Commitment
Loadings:
Factor1
AC1 0.788
AC2 0.794
AC3 0.737
AC4 0.346
AC5 0.845
AC6 0.882
AC7 0.824
AC8 0.897
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
4.890
0.611
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Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 155.64 on 20 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 5.2e-23

Continuance Commitment
Loadings:
Factor1
CC1 0.395
CC2 0.741
CC3 0.750
CC4 0.301
CC5 0.701
CC6 0.781
CC7 0.723
CC8 0.627
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.375
0.422

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 96.68 on 20 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 4.92e-12

Normative Commitment
Loadings:
Factor1
NC1 0.535
NC2 0.534
NC3 0.460
NC4 0.709
NC5 0.630
NC6 0.816
NC7 0.673
NC8 0.410
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
2.969
0.371

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 83.34 on 20 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.06e-09
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Persistence
Loadings:
Factor1
PER1 0.719
PER2 0.711
PER3 0.848
PER4 0.565
PER5 0.615
PER6 0.526
PER7 0.666
PER8 0.600
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
3.518
0.440

Test of the hypothesis that 1 factor is sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 107.09 on 20 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 6.64e-14

Job Satisfaction
Loadings:
Factor1
JS1 0.921
JS2 0.926
JS3 0.959
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
2.625
0.875

Supervisor Implementation of Employees’ Suggestions
Loadings:
Factor1
IS1 0.337
IS2 0.919
IS3 0.830
SS loadings
Proportion Var

Factor1
1.648
0.549
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Proactive Personality and Voice
Loadings:
Factor1
PP1 0.551
PP2 0.617
PP3 0.173
PP4 0.663
PP5 0.707
PP6 0.534
PP7 0.608
PP8 0.811
PP9 0.668
PP10 0.758
PP11 0.667
PP12 0.840
PP13 0.636
PP14 0.728
PP15 0.814
PP16 0.703
PP17 0.387
V1
0.211
V2
0.263
V3
0.128
V4
0.276
V5
0.209
V6
0.220

Factor2
0.299
0.222
0.150
0.270
0.226
0.292
0.174
0.183
0.319
0.284
0.357
0.140
0.203
0.209
0.239
0.195
0.436
0.787
0.793
0.679
0.747
0.636
0.736

SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2
7.677
4.347
0.334
0.189
0.334
0.523

Test of the hypothesis that 2 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 503.35 on 208 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 1.64e-26
With factor correlations of
MR1 MR2
MR1 1.00 0.55
MR2 0.55 1.00
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Voice
Loadings:
Factor1 Factor2
V1
0.757
0.310
V2
0.744
0.374
V3
0.605
0.335
V4
0.714
0.314
V5
0.601
0.300
V6
0.731
0.282
OCB1 0.206
0.765
OCB2 0.171
0.564
OCB3 0.164
0.750
OCB4 0.195
0.730
OCB5 0.284
0.498
OCB6 0.516
0.449
OCB7 0.139
SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2
3.400
3.066
0.262
0.236
0.262
0.497

Test of the hypothesis that 2 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 106.07 on 53 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 2.09e-05
With factor correlations of
MR1 MR2
MR1 1.00 0.63
MR2 0.63 1.00
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Proactive Personality and Conscientiousness
Loadings:
Factor1 Factor2
PP1
0.621
PP2
0.645
0.148
PP3
0.103
0.350
PP4
0.694
0.170
PP5
0.754
PP6
0.562
0.222
PP7
0.578
0.264
PP8
0.772
0.283
PP9
0.699
0.217
PP10 0.772
0.239
PP11 0.714
0.218
PP12 0.807
0.215
PP13 0.661
0.113
PP14 0.684
0.374
PP15 0.812
0.237
PP16 0.710
0.190
PP17 0.487
0.127
C1
0.388
0.497
C2
0.356
0.399
C3
0.346
0.599
C4
0.437
0.619
C5
0.391
0.570
C6
0.286
0.679
C7
0.186
0.754
C8
0.655
C9
0.151
0.689
C10
0.564
SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2
8.541
4.564
0.316
0.169
0.316
0.485

Test of the hypothesis that 2 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 868.32 on 298 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 3.91e-57
With factor correlations of
MR1 MR2
MR1 1.00 0.46
MR2 0.46 1.00
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Proactive Personality and Persistence
Loadings:
Factor1
PP1 0.586
PP2 0.635
PP3 0.113
PP4 0.695
PP5 0.737
PP6 0.517
PP7 0.528
PP8 0.749
PP9 0.689
PP10 0.755
PP11 0.687
PP12 0.790
PP13 0.661
PP14 0.637
PP15 0.805
PP16 0.698
PP17 0.476
PER1 0.156
PER2 0.396
PER3 0.383
PER4 0.310
PER5 0.266
PER6 0.102
PER7 0.279
PER8

Factor2
0.215
0.195
0.276
0.199
0.162
0.312
0.377
0.337
0.244
0.298
0.305
0.265
0.131
0.457
0.272
0.225
0.170
0.719
0.593
0.740
0.463
0.547
0.548
0.627
0.632

SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2
7.829
4.292
0.313
0.172
0.313
0.485

Test of the hypothesis that 2 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 620.86 on 251 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 2.67e-33
With factor correlations of
MR1 MR2
MR1 1.00 0.58
MR2 0.58 1.00
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Affective Commitment and Job Satisfaction
Loadings:
Factor1
AC1 0.535
AC2 0.559
AC3 0.557
AC4 0.290
AC5 0.773
AC6 0.836
AC7 0.648
AC8 0.811
JS1 0.426
JS2 0.412
JS3 0.428

Factor2
0.612
0.574
0.450
0.188
0.396
0.353
0.488
0.409
0.822
0.821
0.856

SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2
3.901
3.710
0.355
0.337
0.355
0.692

Test of the hypothesis that 2 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 160.38 on 34 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 2.59e-18
With factor correlations of
MR1 MR2
MR1 1.0 0.8
MR2 0.8 1.0
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Affective Commitment, Continuance Commitment, and Normative Commitment
Loadings:
Factor1 Factor2 Factor3
AC1 0.679
0.426
AC2 0.681
0.395
AC3 0.584
0.537
AC4 0.359
0.230
AC5 0.859
0.155
AC6 0.863
0.218
AC7 0.715
0.412
AC8 0.896
0.178
CC1
0.416 -0.126
CC2 0.117
0.730
0.201
CC3 0.108
0.761
0.122
CC4 0.187
0.309
CC5
0.684
CC6 -0.199
0.784
CC7 -0.150
0.708
0.100
CC8
0.629
NC1 0.163
0.485
NC2 0.308
0.413
NC3
0.387
NC4 0.327
0.653
NC5 0.304
0.566
NC6 0.223
0.803
NC7
0.160
0.677
NC8 0.296
0.140
0.266
SS loadings
Proportion Var
Cumulative Var

Factor1 Factor2 Factor3
4.781
3.497
3.466
0.199
0.146
0.144
0.199
0.345
0.489

Test of the hypothesis that 3 factors are sufficient.
The chi square statistic is 514.06 on 207 degrees of freedom.
The p-value is 4.24e-28
With factor correlations of
MR1
MR2 MR3
MR1 1.00 -0.06 0.50
MR2 -0.06 1.00 0.15
MR3 0.50 0.15 1.00
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